The authors regret that the computer code of Experiment 2 of this study, reported in Fig. 2 of the paper, contained an error. Specifically, in a proportion of the test sequences (see Fig. 2 ) the order of trials 11 and 12 was accidentally swapped, with the target on trial 11 having the intervening color and the target on trial 12 having the build-up color, instead of the other way around. This must have influenced reaction times on the affected trials, but also on trials 13 and 14 that followed in the test sequence, because these now had a different trial history than intended.
The authors regret that the computer code of Experiment 2 of this study, reported in Fig. 2 of the paper, contained an error. Specifically, in a proportion of the test sequences (see Fig. 2 ) the order of trials 11 and 12 was accidentally swapped, with the target on trial 11 having the intervening color and the target on trial 12 having the build-up color, instead of the other way around. This must have influenced reaction times on the affected trials, but also on trials 13 and 14 that followed in the test sequence, because these now had a different trial history than intended.
The exact proportion of test sequences affected by this error could not be retrieved, but the results of Experiment 2 should be treated with caution, as should the conclusions drawn from the experiment. A version of the experiment without the error is reported in (Kruijne, Brascamp, Kristjánsson & Meeter, 2015) .
The authors would like to apologize for any inconvenience caused. 
